
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 

 
1.  STATE OF OKLAHOMA, ex rel.  ) 
W.A. DREW EDMONDSON, in his capacity as ) 
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE STATE OF ) 
 OKLAHOMA and OKLAHOMA SECRETARY ) 
OF THE ENVIRONMENT C. MILES TOLBERT, ) 
in his capacity as the TRUSTEE FOR  ) 
NATURAL RESOURCES FOR THE  ) 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA,   ) 
      ) 

Plaintiffs,   ) 
      ) 
v.      ) 05-CV-0329 TCK-SAJ 
      ) 
1.  TYSON FOODS, INC.,   ) 
2.  TYSON POULTRY, INC.,   ) 
3.  TYSON CHICKEN, INC.,   ) 
4.  COBB-VANTRESS, INC.,   ) 
5.  AVIAGEN, INC.,    ) 
6.  CAL-MAINE FOODS, INC.,   ) 
7.  CAL-MAINE FARMS, INC.,   ) 
8.  CARGILL, INC.,    ) 
9.  CARGILL TURKEY PRODUCTION, LLC, ) 
10.  GEORGE’S, INC.,    ) 
11.  GEORGE’S FARMS, INC.,   ) 
12.  PETERSON FARMS, INC.,   ) 
13.  SIMMONS FOODS, INC., and  ) 
14.  WILLOW BROOK FOODS, INC.,  ) 
      ) 

Defendants.   ) 
      ) 
CARGILL TURKEY PRODUCTION, LLC,  ) 
      ) 
                       Third Party Plaintiff,  ) 
      ) 
v.      ) 
      ) 
CITY OF WESTVILLE AND CITY OF   ) 
TAHLEQUAH,      ) 
      ) 
                       Third Party Defendants, ) 
      ) 
and      ) 
      ) 
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TYSON FOODS, INC., TYSON POULTRY, ) 
INC., TYSON CHICKEN, INC.,   ) 
COBB-VANTRESS, INC., GEORGE’S, INC., ) 
GEORGE’S FARMS, INC., PETERSON FARMS, ) 
INC., SIMMONS FOODS, INC., AND  ) 
WILLOW BROOK FOODS, INC.,   ) 

) 
                      Third Party Plaintiffs,  ) 

) 
v.      ) 

) 
CITY OF TAHLEQUAH, ET AL.,   ) 

) 
                      Third Party Defendants. ) 
 
 

DEFENDANTS CARGILL, INC. & CARGILL TURKEY PRODUCTION, L.L.C.’S 
MOTION TO COMPEL AND BRIEF IN SUPPORT 

 
 Defendants Cargill, Inc. and Cargill Turkey Production, L.L.C. (“Cargill,” “Cargill 

Turkey Production,” or “Defendants”), pursuant to FED. R. CIV. P. 26, ask this Court to issue an 

Order compelling Plaintiffs to answer Cargill’s Amended First Interrogatories and Cargill 

Turkey Production’s Amended First Interrogatories.  In the alternative, Defendants seek leave to 

increase the number of interrogatories permitted to be served on Plaintiffs.   Defendants certify 

that they held a LCVR 37.1 conference with counsel for Plaintiffs in an attempt to resolve this 

dispute.  See Letter from Theresa Noble Hill, dated August 30, 2006, attached as Ex. 1. 

Cargill offers the following in support of this Motion. 

INTRODUCTION 

 Plaintiffs refuse to respond to any of the Amended Interrogatories served by Cargill and 

Cargill Turkey Production.  They justify this blanket refusal by claiming that, collectively, 

Defendants’ interrogatories exceed twenty-five in number, including “subparts.”  Plaintiffs 

rationalize their position on two grounds.  First, Plaintiffs claim that Defendants’ contention 
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interrogatories which ask Plaintiffs to state the “factual and legal basis” for certain allegations 

made against “each Cargill entity at issue” and to provide the “names of witnesses” supporting 

said allegations somehow constitute “five or six separate questions.”   See Letter from Sharon 

Gentry, dated August 28, 2006, attached as Ex. 2.   Second, in the parties meet and confer 

conference, Plaintiffs contended that there are courts (outside the Tenth Circuit) which have 

found that, if a party answers a portion of a set of interrogatories, that party will be deemed to 

have waived its right to object to the remaining interrogatories as excessive in number.  As 

Plaintiffs refuse to consent to an enlargement of the number of interrogatories allowed by Rule 

33, the Defendants’ discovery is stalled pending this Court’s resolution of this discovery dispute. 

ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITIES 

PROPOSITION I: 
 

DEFENDANTS’ INTERROGATORIES DO NOT EXCEED 25 PER PARTY. 
 
 Plaintiffs erroneously claim that Defendants’ sets of interrogatories each exceed the limit 

of twenty-five.  According to Rule 33(a), a party may not serve more than 25 interrogatories, 

including “all discrete subparts”.  FED. R. CIV. P. 33(a).  The Rule, though, does not define what 

is meant by a discrete subpart, as opposed to an allowable subpart.  Northern District Local Civil 

Rule 33.11 does not assist determination of this dispute because it offers no definition of what is 

meant by Rule 33(a)’s use of the word “discrete,” and none of the interrogatories at issue seek 

                         
1  Local Rule 33.1 states in part: 
 

Interrogatories inquiring as to the existence, location and custodian of documents or 
physical evidence shall each be construed as one interrogatory.  All other interrogatories, 
including subdivisions of one numbered interrogatory, shall be construed as separate 
interrogatories. 
 
Northern District LCvR 33.1. 
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information regarding the existence, location, and custodian of documents.2  Further, Plaintiffs’ 

complaints are not with the “subdivisions” within Defendants’ interrogatories, but with the 

“subparts,” as Plaintiffs have calculated them. 

 Although the Tenth Circuit has not addressed this issue, several courts interpreting the 

definition of “discrete subparts” have adopted and applied a “related questions” or “common 

theme” standard.  See, e.g., Nyfield v. Virgin Islands Tel. Corp., 200 F.R.D. 246, 247-48 (D.V.I. 

2001);  Williams v. Bd. of Cty. Com’rs of Unified Gov’t of Wyandotte Cty and Kansas City, Kan., 

192 F.R.D. 698, 701 (D. Kan. 2000); Safeco of America v. Rawstron, 181 F.R.D. 441, 446 (C.D. 

Cal. 1998); Kendall v. GES Explosion Servs., 174 F.R.D. 684 (D. Nev. 1997); Ginn v. Gemini, 

137 F.R.D. 320, 322 (D. Nev. 1991); Myers v. U.S. Paint Co., 116 F.R.D. 165, 166 (D. Mass 

1987); Clark v. Burlington N. R.R., 112 F.R.D. 117, 120 (N.D. Miss. 1986).  Under this standard, 

a single question that asks for several pieces of information about the same subject is regarded as 

one interrogatory if these pieces of information are logically or factually subsumed within and 

necessary to the primary question.  See, e.g., Clark, 112 F.R.D. at 118 (“an interrogatory is to be 

counted as but a single question . . . even though it may call for an answer containing several 

separate bits of information, if there is a direct relationship between the various bits of 

information called for.”); MOORE’S FED. PRACTICE § 33.30[2], at p. 33-36.  Some courts adopt 

this standard even when a local rule requires that each subpart be counted as an individual 

interrogatory.  See, e.g., Clark, 112 F.R.D. at 120. 

 Courts embrace this “related question” approach for very practical reasons.  As the U.S. 

District Court for the District of  Kansas recognized, “if all subparts count as separate 

 
2  Even if Local Rule 33.1 did provide persuasive guidance on this point, Federal Rule 33 
governs this issue.  See, e.g., St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. v. Birch, Stewart, Kolasch & Birch, 
LLP, 217 F.R.D. 288, 289 (D. Mass. 2003) (local rule trumped  by Rule 33).   
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interrogatories, the use of interrogatories might be unduly restricted or requests for increases in 

the numerical limit of interrogatories might become automatic.”  Williams, 192 F.R.D. at 701.  

The Ginn court adopted the related question standard in order to avoid placing parties in the 

Hobson’s choice of propounding objectionably vague and compound questions on the one hand 

or unduly restricting the subjects of discovery on the other hand.  Ginn, 137 F.R.D. at 321-22.   

The Court explained, “[l]egitimate discovery efforts should not have to depend upon linguistic 

acrobatics, nor should they sap the court’s limited resources in order to resolve hypertechnical 

disputes.”  Id. at 322.   

 Indeed, allowing such subparts can actually narrow the scope of discovery propounded.  

For example, in Clark, a single interrogatory asked for “(a) The full name, number or other 

designation of the train; (b) The name of the manufacturer of each of the train’s engines, the 

manufacturer’s serial number and manufacturer’s model number; (c) The number of cars 

included in the train; and (d) The weight and contents of each car, including the engines, of the 

train.”  Clark, 112 F.R.D. 119.  Under the related question standard, the court held that the 

subparts comprised a single interrogatory, and noted that the same information could be gathered 

with the more general interrogatory, “Please describe [the train] at the time of its collision with 

the plaintiff’s automobile.”  Id.  The subparts, though, “serve to narrow the scope by informing 

defendant of the precise descriptive details desired by plaintiff and relieves defendant of any 

obligation to supply other information.”  Id. at 120.  The same is the case here.  

 Here, neither of Defendants’ sets of interrogatories to Plaintiffs exceeds twenty-five 

separate interrogatories.  Cargill asks seventeen numbered interrogatories while Cargill Turkey 

Production’s set contains eighteen.  See Cargill, Inc.’s Amended First Interrogatories and 

Requests for Production to Plaintiff, attached as Ex. 3, and Cargill Turkey Production, LLC’s 
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Amended First Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents to Plaintiffs, attached 

as Ex. 4.  Contrary to Plaintiffs’ objections, seeking the names of witnesses who will testify 

regarding the factual or legal basis of Plaintiffs’ claims is logically and necessarily related to 

asking for “the basis” for a claim.  Similarly, Plaintiffs chose to sue both Cargill and Cargill 

Turkey Production, and Defendants are entitled to know why.  In 2004 Cargill spun off its turkey 

production operation to the related entity, Cargill Turkey Production, and ceased its own turkey 

production.  The activities of one pick up where the other leaves off.  By seeking information for 

both in their interrogatories, Defendants seek only that Plaintiffs provide information on certain 

topics over the course of the Cargill entities’ turkey production history.  Plaintiffs presumably 

seek to hold the Cargill entities liable over this entire time period.  Defendants are entitled to 

know what materials Plaintiffs will use to support these contentions and should not be forced to 

split these related questions simply by virtue of Plaintiffs’ choice of defendants.  Thus, viewed 

under the imminently practical related question standard, Defendants’ interrogatories fall well 

within the limitations imposed by the Rules.  Plaintiffs, therefore, should be required to answer 

all of Defendants’ interrogatories in full.   

PROPOSITION II: 
 

ALTERNATIVELY, DEFENDANTS SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO  
EXCEED TWENTY-FIVE INTERROGATORIES 

 
 In the event this Court finds that Defendants’ sets of interrogatories exceed twenty-five, 

Defendants ask this Court for leave to serve the interrogatories.  Under Rule 33, a party may 

exceed twenty-five interrogatories with leave of court.  See FED. R. CIV. P. 33(a).  “Rather than 

applying a rote test, the courts examine each request in the context of the case.  See, e.g., Duncan 

v. Paragon Publishing, Inc., 204 F.R.D. 127, 128-29 (S.D. Ind. 2001).  Leave to file 
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interrogatories in excess of twenty-five is generally granted under a “good cause” standard.  See, 

e.g., Lykins v. Attorney General, 86 F.R.D. 318, 318 (E.D. Va. 1980).   “‘Good cause’ is clearly 

established where the proposed interrogatories are reasonably calculated to advance the orderly 

pretrial development of the pending case under the mandate of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 

1.”  Crown Center Redevelopment Corp. v. Westinghouse Elec. Co., 82 F.R.D. 108 (W.D. Mo. 

1979).  Cases involving complex, technical, or significant amounts of money are generally 

considered to meet this standard.  See Roesberg v. Johns-Manville Corp., 85 F.R.D. 292, 297 

(E.D. Pa. 1980); MANUAL FOR COMPLEX LITIGATION § 11.462 (4th ed. 2004).  Even when courts 

are unwilling to apply a “related question” standard when counting interrogatories and subparts, 

a court should “grant permission to exceed the local limitation liberally if the subparts are 

‘related questions.’”  See Valdez v. Ford Motor Co., 134 F.R.D. 296, 298 (D. Nev. 1991).  Good 

cause is established when the “interrogatories proposed are reasonably calculated to advance the 

orderly pretrial development of the pending case consistent with the construction which must be 

given Rule 33, F.R.Civ.P., under the mandate of Rule 1, F.R.Civ.P.”  See Crown Center 

Redevelopment Corp. v. Westinghouse Electric Corp., 82 F.R.D. 108, 109 and 114 (W.D. Mo. 

1979). 

 The lawsuit brought by Plaintiffs is nothing if not complex and technical.  Weighing in at 

almost 40 pages, Plaintiffs’ Amended Complaint seeks recovery under nine counts in 147 

enumerated paragraphs, not including the prayer for relief.  See, Amended Complaint, Dkt. 18.  

Their claims range from state law to federal law and back to general common law, and their 

Amended Complaint features a 69 paragraph prelude before it even reaches the Plaintiffs’ legal 

contentions.  Plaintiffs named fourteen defendants, and numerous additional third party 

defendants have been named.  This is not a garden variety lawsuit.   
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 Defendants require answers to their propounded discovery in order to reasonably respond 

to Plaintiffs’ claims and to orderly advance the status of this litigation.  The interrogatories 

propounded by Defendants are clearly confined to issues and matters that are in dispute.   They 

are designed to efficiently discover both the factual and legal grounds for the claims made by 

Plaintiffs and to identify the witnesses who will testify regarding the same.  Plaintiffs’ answers to 

these interrogatories will likely inform any future discovery propounded by Defendants, and no 

other discovery mechanism can provide the information sought by them.  Though Defendants 

could potentially swamp Plaintiffs with requests for production of documents and then sift 

through Plaintiffs’ production to hazard a guess as to the basis for Plaintiffs’ contentions, put 

simply, Defendants should not have to.  The very purpose of interrogatories is to gather the 

information sought by Defendants.  This information and the method by which it is sought by 

Defendants is reasonable and the number of interrogatories, even if counted in the manner used 

by Plaintiffs, is not excessive for this lawsuit and the issues to be tried.  Accordingly, this Court 

should grant leave to Defendants to serve the attached interrogatories. 

CONCLUSION 
 
 Plaintiffs’ refusal to respond to any of Defendants’ interrogatories is based upon a hyper-

technical and contorted interpretation of the interrogatories, FED. R. CIV. P. 33(a) and LCVR 

33.1.  Each of the interrogatories logically relate to and are necessarily part of the same issue 

subject, and therefore, each numbered interrogatory should be counted as a single interrogatory.  

Alternatively, to the extent this Court finds otherwise, Defendants ask this Court to grant them 

leave to serve the interrogatories attached to this Motion. 

 WHEREFORE Defendants Cargill, Inc. and Cargill Turkey Production, L.L.C. ask this 

Court to issue its Order compelling Plaintiff State of Oklahoma to answer discovery, or in the 
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alternative, for leave to increase the number of interrogatories permitted to be served on Plaintiff 

State of Oklahoma.   

     Respectfully submitted, 
 

RHODES, HIERONYMUS, JONES, 
TUCKER & GABLE, PLLC 

 
 
     BY:    s/ Theresa Noble Hill                                        
      JOHN H. TUCKER, OBA #9110 
      COLIN H. TUCKER, OBA #16325 
      THERESA NOBLE HILL, OBA #19119 

100 W. Fifth Street, Suite 400 (74103-4287) 
      P.O. Box 21100 
      Tulsa, Oklahoma 74121-1100 
      Telephone: 918/582-1173 
      Facsimile: 918/592-3390 
 
       And 
      DELMAR R. EHRICH 
      DARA D. MANN  

FAEGRE & BENSON LLP 
2200 Wells Fargo Center 
90 South Seventh Street 

      Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402 
      Telephone: 612/766-7000 
      Facsimile: 612/766-1600 

ATTORNEYS FOR CARGILL, INC. AND CARGILL TURKEY 
PRODUCTION LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I certify that on the 1st day of September, 2006, I electronically transmitted the attached 
document to the Clerk of Court using the ECF System for filing and transmittal of a Notice of Electronic 
Filing to the following ECF registrants: 
 
W. A. Drew Edmondson, Attorney General  drew_edmondson@oag.state.ok.us 
Kelly Hunter Burch, Assistant Attorney General  kelly_burch@oag.state.ok.us 
J. Trevor Hammons, Assistant Attorney General  trevor_hammons@oag.state.ok.us
Robert D. Singletary     Robert_singletary@oag.state.ok.us  
 
Douglas Allen Wilson     doug_wilson@riggsabney.com 
Melvin David Riggs     driggs@riggsabney.com 
Richard T. Garren     rgarren@riggsabney.com 
Sharon K. Weaver     sweaver@riggsabney.com 
Riggs Abney Neal Turpen Orbison & Lewis 
 
Robert Allen Nance     rnance@riggsabney.com 
Dorothy Sharon Gentry     sgentry@riggsabney.com 
Riggs Abney 
 
J. Randall Miller     rmiller@mkblaw.net 
David P. Page      dpage@mkblaw.net 
Louis W. Bullock     lbullock@mkblaw.net 
Miller Keffer & Bullock 
 
William H. Narwold      bnarwold@motleyrice.com
Elizabeth C. Ward     lward@motleyrice.com 
Frederick C. Baker     fbaker@motleyrice.com 
Motley Rice 
COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFFS 
 
Stephen L. Jantzen     sjantzen@ryanwhaley.com 
Patrick M. Ryan     pryan@ryanwhaley.com 
Paula M. Buchwald     pbuchwald@ryanwhaley.com 
Ryan, Whaley & Coldiron, P.C. 
 
Mark D. Hopson     mhopson@sidley.com 
Jay Thomas Jorgensen     jjorgensen@sidley.com 
Timothy K. Webster     twebster@sidley.com 
Sidley Austin LLP 
   
Robert W. George     robert.george@kutakrock.com 
Kutack Rock LLP 
COUNSEL FOR TYSON FOODS, INC., TYSON POULTRY, INC., TYSON CHICKEN, INC.; 
AND COBB-VANTRESS, INC. 
 
R. Thomas Lay      rtl@kiralaw.com 
Kerr, Irvine, Rhodes & Ables 
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Jennifer S. Griffin     jgriffin@lathropgage.com 
Lathrop & Gage, L.C. 
COUNSEL FOR WILLOW BROOK FOODS, INC. 
 
Robert P. Redemann     rredemann@pmrlaw.net 
Lawrence W. Zeringue     lzeringue@pmrlaw.net 
David C .Senger     dsenger@pmrlaw.net 
Perrine, McGivern, Redemann, Reid, Berry & Taylor, PLLC 
 
Robert E. Sanders     rsanders@youngwilliams.com 
E. Stephen Williams     steve.williams@youngwilliams.com 
Young Williams P.A. 
COUNSEL FOR CAL-MAINE FOODS, INC. AND CAL-MAINE FARMS, INC. 
 
George W. Owens     gwo@owenslawfirmpc.com 
Randall E. Rose      rer@owenslawfirmpc.com 
The Owens Law Firm, P.C. 
 
James M. Graves     jgraves@bassettlawfirm.com 
Gary V. Weeks       
Bassett Law Firm 
COUNSEL FOR GEORGE’S INC. AND GEORGE’S FARMS, INC. 
 
John R. Elrod      jelrod@cwlaw.com 
Vicki Bronson      vbronson@cwlaw.com 
Bruce W. Freeman     bfreeman@cwlaw.com 
Conner & Winters, LLLP 
COUNSEL FOR SIMMONS FOODS, INC. 
 
A. Scott McDaniel     smcdaniel@jpm-law.com
Chris A. Paul      cpaul@jpm-law.com  
Nicole M. Longwell     nlongwell@jpm-law.com
Philip D. Hixon      phixon@jpm-law.com  
Joyce, Paul & McDaniel, PC 
Sherry P. Bartley     sbartley@mwsgw.com  
Mitchell Williams Selig Gates & Woodyard     
COUNSEL FOR PETERSON FARMS, INC. 
 
Jo Nan Allen      jonanallen@yahoo.com 
COUNSEL FOR CITY OF WATTS 
 
Park Medearis      medearislawfirm@sbcglobal.net 
Medearis Law Firm, PLLC 
COUNSEL FOR CITY OF TAHLEQUAH 
 
Todd Hembree      hembreelaw1@aol.com 
COUNSEL FOR TOWN OF WESTVILLE 
 
Tim K. Baker      tbakerlaw@sbcglobal.net 
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Maci Hamilton Jessie     maci.tbaker@sbcglabel.net  
Tim K. Baker & Associates 
COUNSEL FOR GREENLEAF NURSERY CO., INC., WAR EAGLE FLOATS, INC., and 
TAHLEQUAH LIVESTOCK AUCTION, INC. 
 
Kenneth E. Wagner     kwagner@lswsl.com 
Marcus N. Ratcliff     mratcliff@lswsl.com
Laura E. Samuelson     lsamuelson@lswsl.com  
Latham, Stall, Wagner, Steele & Lehman 
COUNSEL FOR BARBARA KELLEY D/B/A DIAMOND HEAD RESORT 
 
Linda C. Martin      lmartin@dsda.com 
N. Lance Bryan      
Doerner, Saunders, Daniel & Anderson, LLP 
COUNSEL FOR SEQUOYAH FUELS, EAGLE NURSERY LLC & NORTHLAND FARMS 
 
Ron Wright      ron@wsfw-ok.com 
Wright, Stout, Fite & Wilburn 
COUNSEL FOR AUSTIN L. BENNETT AND LESLIE A. BENNET, INDIVIDUALLY AND 
D/B/A EAGLE BLUFF RESORT 
 
R. Jack Freeman     jfreeman@grahamfreeman.com 
Tony M. Graham     tgraham@grahamfreeman.com
William F. Smith     bsmith@grahamfreeman.com 
Graham & Freeman, PLLC 
COUNSEL FOR “THE BERRY GROUP”, CHERYL BEAMAN, PHILLIP BEAMAN, FALCON 
FLOATS, BILL STEWART, INDIVIDUALLY AND D/B/A DUTCHMAN’S CABINS and OTHER 
VARIOUS THIRD PARTY DEFENDANTS 
 
Angela D. Cotner     angelacotneresq@yahoo.com 
COUNSEL FOR TUMBLING T BAR L.L.C. and BARTOW AND WANDA HIX 
   
Thomas J. McGeady      
Ryan P. Langston      
J. Stephen Neas      steve_neas@yahoo.com  
Bobby Jay Coffman     bcoffman@loganlowry.com  
Logan & Lowry, LLP 
COUNSEL FOR LENA AND GARNER GARRISON; AND BRAZIL CREEK MINERALS, INC. 

 

Monte W. Strout     strout@xtremeinet. Net 
COUNSEL FOR CLAIRE WELLS AND LOUISE SQUYRES 
 
Lloyd E. Cole, Jr.     colelaw@alltel.net 
COUNSEL FOR ILLINOIS RIVER RANCH PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION; FLOYD 
SIMMONS; RAY DEAN DOYLE AND DONNA DOYLE; JOHN STACY D/B/A BIG JOHN’S 
EXTERMINATORS; AND BILLY D. HOWARD 
 
Douglas L. Boyd     dboyd31244@aol.com 
COUNSEL FOR HOBY FERRELL and GREATER TULSA INVESTMENTS, LLC 
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Jennifer F. Sherrill     jfs@federmanlaw.com
William B. Federman     wfederman@aol.com
Teresa Brown Marks     teresa.marks@arkansasag.gov  
Charles Livingston Moulton    Charles.Moulton@arkansasag.gov  
COUNSEL FOR ARKANSAS NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION 
 
John B. DesBarres     mrjbdb@msn.com; johnd@wcalaw.com
COUNSEL FOR JERRY MEANS, DOROTHY ANN MEANS, BILLY SIMPSON, 
INIDIVDUALLY, AND D/B/A SIMPSON DAIRY, BRIAN R. BERRY AND MARY C. BARRY, 
INDIVIDUALLY, AND D/B/A TOWN BRANCH GUEST RANCH 
 
Reuben Davis      rdavis@boonesmith.com  
Michael A. Pollard      
Boone, Smith, Davis, Hurst & Dickman   
COUNSEL FOR WAUHILLAU OUTING CLUB 
 
David A. Walls      wallsd@wwhwlaw.com
Walls Walker Harris & Wolfe     
COUNSEL FOR KERMIT AND KATHERINE BROWN 
 
Thomas Janer      scmj@sbcglobal.net  
COUNSEL FOR SUZANNE M. ZEIDERS  
 
K. Clark Phipps      cphipps@ahn-law.com  
Atkinson, Haskins, Nellis, Brittingham, Gladd & Carwile 
COUNSEL FOR WANDA DOTSON 
 
Michael L. Carr      mcarr@holdenokla.com  
Michelle B. Skeens     mskeens@holdenokla.com  
Robert E. Applegate     rapplegate@holdenokla.com  
Holden & Carr      hc@holdenokla.com  
COUNSEL FOR SNAKE CREEK MARINA, LLC 
 
Michael D. Graves     mgraves@hallestill.com  
Dale Kenyon Williams, Jr.    kwilliams@hallestill.com  
COUNSEL FOR CERTAIN POULTRY GROWERS 
 
Carrie Griffith      griffithlawoffice@yahoo.com  
COUNSEL FOR RAYMOND AND SHANNON ANDERSON 
 
 
 I also hereby certify that I served the attached documents by United States Postal Service, proper 
postage paid, on the following who are not registered participants of the ECF System: 
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Jerry M. Maddux 
Shelby Connor Maddux Janer 
P.O. Box Z 
Bartlesville, OK 74005-5025 
COUNSEL FOR SUZANNE M. ZEIDERS  
 

C. Miles Tolbert 
Secretary of the Environment 
State of Oklahoma 
3800 North Classen 
Oklahoma City, OK 73118 
COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFFS 

Thomas C. Green 
Sidley Austin Brown & Wood LLP 
1501 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
COUNSEL FOR TYSON FOODS, INC., 
TYSON POULTRY, INC., TYSON 
CHICKEN, INC.; AND COBB-VANTRESS, 
INC. 

James R. Lamb 
Dorothy Gene Lamb 
Strayhorn Landing 
Rt. 1, Box 253 
Gore, OK 74435 
PRO SE 

G. Craig Heffington 
20144 W. Sixshooter Rd. 
Cookson, OK 74427 
ON BEHALF OF SIXSHOOTER RESORT 
AND MARINA, INC. 

James C. Geiger 
Kenneth D. Spencer 
Jane T. Spencer 
Address unknown 
PRO SE 

Jim Bagby 
Rt. 2, Box 1711 
Westville, OK 74965 
PRO SE 

Robin Wofford 
Rt. 2, Box 370 
Watts, OK 74964 
PRO SE 

Gordon W. Clinton  
Susann Clinton  
23605 S. Goodnight Lane 
Welling, OK 74471 
PRO SE 

Marjorie A. Garman 
Riverside RV Resort and Campground LLC 
5116 Hwy. 10 
Tahlequah, OK 74464 
PRO SE 

Doris Mares 
Cookson Country Store and Cabins 
32054 S. Hwy 82 
P. O. B ox 46 
Cookson, OK 74424 
PRO SE 

Richard E. Parker 
Donna S. Parker 
Burnt Cabin Marina & Resort, LLC 
34996 South 502 Road 
Park Hill, OK 74451 
PRO SE 

Eugene Dill 
32054 S. Hwy 82 
P. O. Box 46 
Cookson, OK 74424 
PRO SE 

William House 
Cherrie House 
PO Box 1097 
Stilwell, OK 74960 
PRO SE 

John E. and Virginia W. Adair Family Trust 
Route 2, Box 1160 
Stilwell, OK 74960 
PRO SE 

 

 
         s/ Theresa Noble Hill      
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